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Central London Forward
1.  Apologies
· Steve Reed, Chairman, Lambeth
· Peter John, Deputy Chairman, Southwark – substituted by Ian Wingfield, Deputy Leader.
· John Foster, Islington – substituted by Kevin O’Leary.

· Derek Myers, Kensington & Chelsea – substituted by Tony Redpath.
· Derrick Anderson, Lambeth – substituted by Sue Foster.

2.  Minutes of CLF Board Meetings 8 December 2010 
a. The minutes of the 8 December 2010 meeting were agreed; all matters arising had been captured by the papers before the Board at the current meeting.

3.  Central London Forward and Cross River Partnership - Closer Alignment: Progress Report    

a. Eric Sorensen said that following the Board’s request for a more specific definition of closer alignment with CRP, a package of measures was now proposed on the CLF/CRP relationship. This would involve some financial support from CLF: £5k top-slicing of CLF subscriptions for 2011-12 only, total £35k.  The previous proposal of a £50k loan from CLF reserves had been dropped due to the growing  certainty that CRP would shortly receive project funds owed by the EU,  approximately €300k. CLF would commission some transport projects from CRP given CRP’s transport expertise.  The option to merge had been rejected to preserve the distinction between the two organisations in their strategic/lobbying and delivery roles.  CRP would expand to formally cover all seven boroughs and current non-members would be invited to join the CRP Board.  Some CRP projects already benefitted all seven boroughs so CRP had experience of sub-regional working.  The arrangements would be reviewed during 2011/12. 
b. In discussion the Board commented:
i. Angela Mason commented that the distinction between CLF and CRP as lobbying and delivery bodies respectively was important and was concerned that the package might affect that.  Rachel Stopard also emphasised Camden’s reservations in being asked to contribute and give support to an organisation which it had intentionally not sought to join.  In reply it was argued that given the extent of cross membership and the beneficial projects which CRP had delivered across central London as a whole it was not unreasonable for CRP to be given some financial support from CLF.
ii. Annie Shepperd emphasised that Southwark’s support for the package was on a one year basis.  She asked whether it would be possible to reduce the CLF support if more money from TfL transport funds were received by CRP.  In response it was noted that commissioning and procurement arrangements would make adding to CRP support through financing their transport projects would be problematic. 
iii. Sir Merrick Cockell said that on the basis of the reduced package (i.e. minus the £50k loan) he would be prepared to support proposal on a one year basis to see what value and natural synergies emerged from the alignment.

iv. Catherine West agreed to support the package given the wider London benefits which CRP offered.
v. Colin Barrow also supported the cooperative effort to sustain CRP on a one year basis.

vi. Stuart Fraser summarised that the Board would therefore approve the funding package on a twelve-month basis and that the situation would be reviewed in 2011-12; there should be no expectation of a continuation of this funding package in the next financial year.

4. City Finance Commission Update
a. The Chairman thanked Sir Stuart Lipton and Tony Travers for coming and invited them to bring the Board up to date on the Commission’s work. .
b. Sir Stuart Lipton said that the Commission had had productive sessions in Birmingham, Manchester and central London, emphasising the key role of cities in the national economy and the importance of encouraging their potential for growth. He added that :  

i. Growth initiatives: it was important to be selective in the choice and management of these. For example enterprise zones were being promoted, and lessons needed to be learned from the 1980s zones where businesses moved to gain the benefits and where often the costs per new job were high.
ii. Red tape: there was support to reduce regulatory requirements  but a balance had to be struck between local authorities being accountable to their residents and local business communities and having wide freedoms to foster growth.
iii. Place making: good initiatives would help attract investment and should be supported; for example Kensington and Chelsea had committed to a number of high-profile well designed public realm schemes which were seen as exemplars. They demonstrated authorities’ commitment to their localities. 
iv. Planning: how could local authorities process applications more quickly and at a lower cost? This would be a major contribution to removing uncertainty for investors 
v. TIF/ Mutual Societies/ Social Impact Bonds: alternative funding models, especial TIFs, were strongly supported.

vi. Total Place: there was much support for community based budgeting and there would be a clearer vision and implementation strategy for local services improvement if authorities had more control over funding streams.

vii. Role of business: there was a role for business to explore how to be more participative in programmes such as training, supporting local jobs and supply chains, and working in partnership with other stakeholders.

viii. Low cost housing: this did not seem to be a high priority on the Government’s agenda but there was high demand and a strong connection with encouraging wider opportunities.
c. Tony Travers added the following points:
i. That it was clear from the evidence taken in the three cities that views were diverse, and represented as wide a series of views as one would expect to see from across an area like London.

ii. Some parties were much more strongly supportive of a local tax base than others.

iii. That BIDs could be extended to create additional funding sources; hospitality sector-specific BID, for example, might look at raising a hotel bed tax.
iv. The Commission was distinctly aware of the high speed at which events were moving with a deadline of needing to wrap up the work by the end of April in order to feed into the Local Government Resource Review.  The expedited time frame was making it difficult for parties to really establish what the various options might mean for them and where the benefits were likely to lie.

d. Sir Merrick Cockell asked whether London was the only place which could realistically have a regional equalisation rate.  He also asked whether it would be possible to negotiate with the Treasury to implement a regional scheme on a time-limited basis with the incentive that the region would be able to retain the growth in rates which it had created.

e. Tony Travers responded that Government appeared to be willing to imagine different equalisation pools operating in different parts of the country; Greater Manchester might be interested in a regional pool although it might be more likely that pool would operate at county or sub-regional level.  In short, it was more likely that there would be variegated equalisation patterns but the crucial point would be establishing parity and ensuring that the first year of any new system would relate to the last year of the previous system.  Sir Stuart Lipton added that the system would also need to be incentivised in some way but it was unclear what the incentive would be and how it would work.

f. Stuart Fraser asked whether the Commission had any thoughts as to who would manage and arbitrate any new system.
g. Tony Travers responded that the Commission had not received evidence on this point but he thought that it would most likely be local authorities individually or in pooled groups that would need to manage the system initially.  Any incentive mechanisms would probably be introduced after the system was in operation.  
h. Colin Barrow emphasised the importance of this work from a CLF perspective and strongly advocated the point that the central London boroughs needed to come to a unified position on the baseline principle of how an equalisation system would work.  He also said that central London would wish to counter the presumption that the apparently “disproportionate” benefits generated in central London should necessarily be distributed elsewhere when the return on investment per pound in the centre was extremely high and invariably benefits were spread more widely to neighbouring areas.
i. Stuart Fraser said that incentivisation of the system was crucial but that central London would also need to accept that some of the benefits would need to be shifted to more disadvantaged areas.  It would be important to create a fair system which did not lead to friction between neighbouring areas.
j. Sir Stuart Lipton said that there was insufficient appreciation for the contribution of cities.  The contribution in particular of central London to the UK as a whole was significant and it was important to recognise how much expertise and experience of growth generation there was in the capital.
k. Eric Sorensen said that the freedom to experiment and innovate should be developed.  Enterprise Zones for example had good potential in central London, although lessons should be learned from failed Zones in the 1980s.  Inevitably schemes of this nature would work in different ways in different areas.
l. Catherine West said that in parallel to any of these initiatives, more borough control over the Metropolitan Police and Transport for London was needed.  It would not be possible for boroughs to truly promote business growth in their areas without stronger influencing powers over these critical services.

m. Chris Duffield said that prior to the nationalisation of rates there was a debate about whether business agglomeration would be disrupted by movement to areas with lower rates but this did not happen.  He also said that one of the difficulties of special rateable areas was that boroughs still had to levy rates for the borough as a whole; they did not have power to vary rates in different parts of the borough and this should be explored.
n. Sir Stuart Lipton asked whether there was any particular support for community budgeting.  Catherine West said that Islington was one of the sixteen Total Place pilot areas and that it had been a useful exercise as it had helped to catalyse culture change by getting departments and organisations to work together in a more aligned and efficient way.  Colin Barrow said that Westminster had also been selected to undertake a community budget initiative.  However, the Whitehall framework was fundamentally unchanged and no funds had been committed to the project thereby limiting its efficacy.
o. The Board were unanimously supportive of the TIF principle.  Hotel tax was more cautiously supported.  Tony Redpath said that the industry was so varied with international chains and very small business operating in close proximity to one another so any such tax would need to be implemented carefully.  Kevin O’Leary said that it would depend on the size of the sector and the area however Islington had found sector-based initiatives to be a very effective way of engaging businesses.
p. Rachel Stopard asked what would happen in a situation where a sector based BID and geographical BID overlapped.  Double payment might disincentivise growth.  Tony Travers said that many businesses were members of more than one trade body so there was a precedent for this sort of situation.  He also added that the legal basis on which BIDs operated prevented organisations from free-riding and this would be an important point going forward.
q. John Dickie said that while the London Business Board was very supportive of many of these measures individually it would be important to ensure that they were not packaged together in a way that might be unduly onerous on businesses and thereby inhibit growth.
r. The Chairman thanked Sir Stuart Lipton and Tony Travers for addressing the Board who, in turn, thanked the Board for inviting them and encouraged Central London Forward to submit representations to the Commission.
5. Managing Welfare Payment Changes: Housing Benefit etc.
a. Eric Sorensen introduced this paper explaining that, further to Catherine West’s request for CLF to adopt this item, CLF had worked with Islington, Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea to put together outlining the impacts of the proposed changes and the potential effect on benefit loss and homelessness.  The major impact of the changes could vary substantially dependent on how private landlords responded to the situation.

b. Catherine West thanked CLF for undertaking the work and said that Islington would be prepared to continue providing officer support and resource facilitate the continuation of this monitoring exercise if the Board were supportive.  She said that the work would provide a useful evidence base which could be used to engage with outer London boroughs and that it also dovetailed with work which London Councils were conducting with boroughs agreeing to a protocol to keep each other informed of household movements.  The situation could be reviewed in 6-12 months’ time.
c. Colin Barrow asked whether the data gathering exercise was purely for operational purposes as there was a potential risk to CLF if this information were to be used in a political context.  Catherine West confirmed that it would be an operationally motivated exercise – the data would not for example be published in press releases - although it would be difficult to avoid completely the broader political implications of the situation.  Colin Barrow said he was reassured by this clarification.
d. Sue Foster said that she supported the usefulness of the work and that the data could be used at officer level to inform policy making.
e. Annie Shepperd suggested that the Board might wish to invite a DWP representative to speak to them at a future meeting to articulate what the benefits changes actually entail and explain the impacts.  There would be a particular issue with large numbers of people being made to come off incapacity benefit and onto active benefits which was worth articulating.  

f. The Board agreed that CLF would continue with borough officers to continue the statistical monitoring work and share information and best practice.  CLF would also invite the appropriate representative from DWP to address the Board at a future meeting.

6. Central London Transport Programme: Update

a. Eric Sorensen explained that this paper was for information purposes and outlined a broad work programme for the new Central London Transport Partnership.  It was proposed that the programme would commence with freight consolidation and CRP would be commissioned to undertake this work as they had significant experience of this subject area.  Further projects on issues such as public realm and road space would follow in an order yet to be determined. CLF would brief the Board at its next meeting as the details of the work programme became clearer.
b. The Board noted and agreed the contents of this paper.

7. High Speed 2 Briefing

a. Eric Sorensen said that the Government was currently consulting on its HS2 strategy.  The costs and benefits of the project had attracted significant criticism from outside London.  The Board might wish to consider whether CLF should adopt an official position on HS2 to offset some of this criticism, particularly given the benefits for London and, most significantly, the Euston area in Camden. 
b. Catherine West said that she was, as Chair of the London Councils Transport and Environment Committee, currently taking soundings from London boroughs on HS2.  Broadly speaking London Councils took a conservative view on aviation development therefore HS2 should be considered in a positive light.  The regeneration benefits were significant however the negative impact on housing demolition would need careful management.
c. Angela Mason said that, from Camden’s perspective, the necessity of HS2 as a catalyst for regeneration in the Euston area was recognised.  However, Camden would also need to safeguard the position of its residents who had concerns about the housing impacts.  Camden was therefore not in an immediate position to take a lead in terms of articulating the benefits or disadvantages of HS2 but would be strongly supportive of CLF doing this on behalf of central London.
d. Stuart Fraser said that given that no other alternative projects were being proposed then it would seem a foregone conclusion that central London would be supportive of the project given the economic benefits.

e. Annie Shepperd agreed that London should support it but said that it would not solve the fundamental aviation issues in London.

f. John Dickie said that London businesses were supportive HS2 but advocated strongly that there would need to be a parallel investment in London’s existing transport infrastructure to make connectivity viable.
g. Colin Barrow said that it was the situation outside London which could potentially turn the tide against HS2, so central London might want to position itself to determine a back-up plan in case the Government became receptive to alternative proposals.
h. Rachel Stopard said that the DfT argument for HS2 was focused on growth not railway building. The regeneration benefits for the Euston area were significant and, despite the housing demolition, these benefits would far outweigh any losses given that the station rebuild would open up a whole new area of central London for development.  A CLF view articulating this case would be useful to help balance out the negative representations currently being made to Government.   The point about parallel investment in the existing transport infrastructure was, however, crucial.  
i. The Board agreed that CLF should establish a sub-regional position on HS2 and appropriate representations should be made as part of the Government consultation exercise.
8. Sub-regional Employment Project and DWP Work Programme Update

a. Eric Sorensen said that this paper was for information purposes; until the outcome of the DWP Work Programme tendering exercise was complete, it was difficult to envisage the future landscape of employment support provision in central London and how the boroughs might interact with it.  Only Southwark and Islington had tendered to be part of the supply chain for the Work Programme; the other boroughs had adopted a more strategic interface.  DWP would announce the successful prime contractors in April and a progress report would be put to the Board at its meeting in June.
b. Mike More said there was crossover between the Work Programme and the Community Budgets exercises being carried out in west and north London.  There was also the prospect of potential large sums of ESF funds could be funnelled through London Councils; DWP were currently examining how this money could be pooled in the context of the Community Budgets framework.  CLF should keep apprised of developments.

c. Karen O’Keeffe said that Southwark had found the tendering process to join the potential prime contractor’s supply chains very challenging.  The emphasis targeting clients who have been unemployed for 12-24 months meant that boroughs would not be concentrating on the true long term unemployed cohorts who they know have the greatest impact on their services.  The performance criteria were also onerous.  However, a possible benefit of the Work Programme would be that, as inevitable gaps in provision emerge, the usefulness and need for borough services would become foregrounded.
d. The Chairman thanked members for these comments and agreed that CLF should keep a watching brief on ESF developments. 

9. AOB

There was no other business.
Date of next Board meeting: 22 June 2011
      .                
Summary of Actions & Key Decisions
Item 3:  Central London Forward and Cross River Partnership - Closer Alignment: Progress Report    

· The Board approved the CRP-CLF alignment funding package on a twelve-month basis.  The situation wpuld be reviewed throughout 2011-12 and there should be no expectation of a continuation of this funding package in the next financial year.

Item 4: City Finance Commission Update

· CLF would establish a sub-regional view on the various proposals being considered by the commission and submit representations on behalf of central London.
Item 5: Managing Welfare Payment Changes: Housing Benefit etc.
· CLF boroughs would continue to collate data and monitor the impact of the benefits changes to aid efficient operations within and between the boroughs.  The situation would be reviewed in 6-12 months and, if necessary, return to the agenda.
Item 6: Central London Transport Programme: Update

· The Board were content that CLF should commence work on freight consolidation using consultancy support from CRP.  A further report would be submitted to the Board in June as details of the work programme became clearer. 
Item 7: High Speed 2 Briefing

· CLF would establish a sub-regional position on HS2 and appropriate representations would be made as part of the Government consultation exercise
Item 8: Sub-regional Employment Project and DWP Work Programme Update

· CLF would keep a watching brief on ESF developments; a paper would be put to the Board its next meeting updating members on the outcome of the Work Programme tendering exercise and the conclusions of the Westminster/Southwark consultancy work.
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